The main purpose of our paper consists in establishing the idea that the negative consequences that result from child poverty can be mitigated if the government and social workers promote 
the resilience of poor children. We use Amartya Sen's capability approach as an evaluative framework to argue for this thesis. By distinguishing different sources of vulnerability we assume that children are inherently vulnerable, because they are dependent and in need of care. Poor children are, however, even more vulnerable in specific ways.
Following Catriona MacKenzie, we call these vulnerabilities "pathogenetic"; they are caused by social arrangements like institutional settings. We claim that at least some some of those vulnerabilities can and should be diminished by promoting children's resilience. We proceed in three steps. In the first part of the paper, we develop our concept of vulnerability and explain how child poverty renders children vulnerable to specific harms. Here we also introduce the capability approach by asking which capabilities children need for coping with this situation. In part two we argue that the concept of resilience helps us to understand why capabilities (and not resources or abilities) are relevant for coping with the adverse effects of child poverty. We claim that promoting the capabilities of children is a matter of justice, and that implementing resilience is, too. It is also highly important to see that promoting resilience is mainly a social matter, not a task the individual child has to fulfil on its own. Hence, we argue that children are entitled to gain those capabilities that promote their
Introduction
Child poverty is a worldwide occurring phenomenon that occurs not only in undeveloped countries but in highly developed and rich parts of the world as well, such as Europe or Northern America. According to the social report of the European Union (EU) of 2007, more than 19% of children in Europe live in poverty (European Commission, 2007) . No one denies that poverty has many adverse effects on the people suffering from it. For example, poor people are statistically less healthy, less educated, less happy and more concerned by social and familial problems. One does not need a demanding conception of the good life for claiming that poverty disadvantages those suffering from it and that any adequate conception of justice has to address it in some way. This is truer for children. Children are at least less competent than adults when it comes to facing the effects of poverty. Moreover, children are passively exposed to the conditions they live in and not responsible for it. Taking into account the adverse effects of child poverty there is, therefore, a strong rationale for claiming that children should be protected from those effects. This paper investigates a specific idea for doing so.
The main thesis of this paper is that many adverse effects of child poverty could be mitigated by promoting the resilience of children. Our background assumption is that child poverty renders children vulnerable in specific regards.
We argue that at least some of those vulnerabilities that are linked to childhood poverty can be mitigated by promoting children's resilience. In the first part of the paper we develop the concept of vulnerability and explain how child poverty renders children vulnerable to specific harms, and we ask which capabilities children need for coping with this situation. In part two we argue that the concept of resilience helps us to for coping with the adverse effects of child poverty. We claim that promoting the capabilities of children is a matter of justice, and that implementing resilience is thus mainly a social matter, not a task the individual child has to fulfil on its own. Hence, we argue that children are entitled to gain those capabilities that promote their resilience against the adverse effects of poverty. In part three we discuss several difficulties of our account, such as the danger that children will be burdened with coping with the effects of poverty instead of society fighting poverty.
Vulnerability and child poverty: What is vulnerability?
Vulnerability is a critical concept.
Contrary to traditional conceptions of justice -where the liberal subject plays a key role -the concept of vulnerability draws on human needs and the constitution of humanity as such. In this paper we advocate that persons do not inhabit those empty social spaces that are presumed in liberal accounts of justice. Furthermore, people depend on specific social relations that they, at least sometimes, do not choose themselves. (Macintyre, 2001; Nussbaum, 2006; Fineman, 2008 (Goodin, 1985: 191 (Archard, 2004; Stoecklin & Bonvin, 2014 Because any answer to this question is far too presuppositional for the limited space of this paper, we will focus on the very specific topic of child poverty.
Children from poor families are vulnerable in very specific regards. First Gopal K. Singh et al. in their long-termstudy (1976 Singh et al. in their long-termstudy ( -2008 analyzed that obesity among American children from poor families is more than 0.2 higher than among children from higher income households (Singh et al., 2011) . Another quite recent study has revealed that the The question is why and to which extend children's vulnerability is a source of entitlements.
they counted that the children (statistically) used 1000 different words, while children coming from an academic background used 1500 different words. (Hart & Risley, 1995: 10f) Periódico do things that you deserve. More often than not, they are things that just happen to you» (Goodin, 1985: 133) aiding those in dire need" (Goodin, 1985, 111 (Sen, 1999) , such as being adequately nourished, being able to participate in politics, or personal states such as having self-respect (Sen, 1999) .
Capability or, more precisely, a person´s capability set, is defined derivatively from functionings (Sen, 1993 (Sen, 1999; Nussbaum, 2001 ).
We think therefore that the CA also highlights dimensions in children's well-being and lack thereof that alternative accounts overlook. Before we can argue for this claim, however, we must concede that the CA was not originally designed to apply to the wellbeing of children, even though recent research aims to change that (see e.g. (Nussbaum, 2007) . It would be almost contradictory to exclude children as a group of concern on the ground that they lack certain abilities to choose while including the groups mentioned. Graf & Schweiger (2015) point out that the CA needs to be modified in two ways if it is to be applied to children. They hope that fostering resilience -as the capacity to cope with severe riskwill help children to deal with the adverse effects of poverty (Yates et. al., 2003) .
They thus use it as a form of poverty prevention on a secondary level (Zander, 2008 
What is Resilience?
The concept of resilience comes from the social sciences and some branches of the natural sciences (mostly ecological studies, Walker et. al., 2014) .
In addition, resilience has become a buzzword in the media, signifying the hope for training people to cope with stress e.g. at the work place or at home.
We claim that the fact that nowadays so many people are interested in the idea leads us to certain philosophical questions that have been troubling people long before the word "resilience" was invented. Among them are: coming to terms with human shortcomings, dealing with inequalities and disadvantage in society or identifying the resources we need to stay strong and hopeful.
Despite its popularity (or maybe just because if it), the concept of resilience is often used in a rather vague way, especially in developmental psychology and social work, where it is related to "positive adaptation" or "successful life", but also to "robustness", "hardness" or "resistance". (Yates et. al., 2003: 243) . Different associations are evoked which go from extreme flexibility that demands radical adaptation to some form of robustness, which seems to imply just the opposite.
If, as we propose below, human resilience is defined in some form of agency, these seemingly contradictory implications can be matched.
As a first approximation to the idea of resilience, we can say the following. Two characteristics must be present so that we can call a person or a group "resilient": (i) being subjected to a significant risk as well as (ii) coping with 
Resilience and Capabilities
If resilience is taken to be normatively valuable, we need to identify a normative basis from which we can form judgements when strategies to cope with risk are valuable -and conversely when the risk is a bad one that needs to be overcome. A pivotal normative basis is Sen's ideal of agency that is closely connected to his CA: Sen takes an agent to be an active being that brings about change, whose achievement can be evaluated in terms of her own values and goals (Sen, 1999) . To realize these goals, However, since we live in a non-ideal world that demands workable solutions for the present, we think that social justice should also focus on the urgent problems here and now. Also, here is another similarity between accounts of resilience and capabilities: they are concerned with helping people now, not in an ideal system of justice (Sen, 2010) . We want to conclude our paper by pointing to some normative worries that any analysis of the concept of resilience should attend to.
Our first point concerns a hitherto undissolved tension between the concepts of resilience and vulnerability.
In our account resilience means making children more capable for coping with their specific social set-backs and in this sense making them less vulnerable. Hence we strongly suggest that social policies that are directed to promoting children's resilience should always be accompanied by free consulting services for poor families.
